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1 In the present state of development, this chiefly means wireline carriers, although
several states and localities apply surcharges on cellular subscribers; and some cellular
carriers provide services to PSAPs.
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DOCKET FILE COpy JHIGINAL
FURTHER COMMENTS OF THE

NATIONAL EMERGENCY NUMBER ASSOCIATION

The National Emergency Number /\ssociation ("NENA") hereby

responds to the Common Carrier Bureau's invitation to file further comments

in the captioned proceeding. (DA 96-1078, July 3, 1996) NENA submitted

Comments and Reply Comments earlier, Its Further Comments are limited

to the "Definitions Issues" 1-5 found at Attachment I to the Public Notice of

July 3rd.

Questions 1-3 ask in several ways about affordability of "current rates

for services included within the definition of universal service." (Question 1)

In the case of 9-1-1 and E9-1-1 emergency calling services, to the extent

rates and charges can be distinguished from local service charges, they are of

two types: (a) surcharges or special assessments paid by all telephone

subscribers to fund and/or maintain the 9 I-I systems~ (b) rates paid by

Public Safety Answering Points ("PSAP~; for the tariffed or contracted

services of telephone carriers. 1

Some idea of the scope and variety of surcharges and assessments for

9-1-1 can be gleaned from the Attachment, although the data is nearly a year

old. This information was placed on the record of CC Docket 94-102

October 11, 1995, and is resubmitted here for whatever edification it may
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provide. In the description captioned "National 9-1-1 Status, II the typical use

of state or local legislation as the foundation for emergency calling

implementation implies affordabilit)' through political accountability. On

the local level, whether to establish 9-1-1 frequently is put directly to voters.

Nevertheless, the affordabilit)' criterion cannot be reduced to a single

number. Looking at the Local Funding and State Funding columns of the

table headed "National 9-1-1 Funding and Coverage," single or combined

surcharges range from 24 cents to $2.00. At the upper limits, subscriber

assessments appear to be constrained by low population. In the words of the

national status report: "In less populated areas of each state, however,

monthly fees are generally not sufficient to cover even basic 9-1-1 costs."

Some states address this through regionalizing to spread costs.

As to the charges paid by PSAPs. In the case of wireline telephone

carriers these are presumably subject to the surveillance of state regulatory

bodies. While this state oversight is not present for wireless carrier rates, as

radio services evolve from cellular duopolies to multiple providers,

increased competition should substitute for regulatory controls.

However variollsly these considerations may play out across the

country, NENA is aware of no case in which E9-1- I, once adopted, has been

removed or shut down for any reason. It is also true, on the other hand, that

some 10% of telephone lines remain unserved by basic 9-1-1, and that 15%

of the lines having 9-1-1 service enjoy no enhancements such as automatic

number identification (ANI), automatic location information (ALI) or

selective routing. 2 In terms of land area 'overed by 9-1-1, the gaps are even

greater.

-------_ ...-----

2 Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket 94-
102, FCC 96-264, released July 26, 1996. ~5
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On the assumption that the absence of 9-1-1 from some thinly­

populated and dispersed communities may be at least partly attributable to

costs of implementation, NENA believes this to be added reason for

establishing both 9-1-1 and E9-1- I as core components of universal service

whose providers would be eligible for special compensation if 9-1- I is

available in their exchanges.

With respect to Question 4, if the "infeasibility" is truly technical and

not, at bottom, economic, it should be possible to grant waivers so that a

carrier's failure to offer the infeasible service would not make it ineligible for

universal service support in its other core offerings. In the case of 9-1-1

service, infeasibility could also arise from political determinations that

emergency calling systems are not needed or wanted. But 9-1-1 would not

then be considered a core service in that "rea

As to Question 5, the costs of prov!.ding 9-1 -1 have been subject to

scrutiny in negotiations between incumbent telephone service providers and

their emerging local exchange competitors -- in states where competitors

have been certified. To NENA's knowledge, 9-1 -1 charges rarely, if ever,

have been the cause of breakdown in negotiations. To the contrary,

incumbents and competitors -- subject to state orders requiring 9-1-1 service

of new entrants -- appear to be reaching consensus more often than not in

this aspect of their interconnection agreements.

Respectfully submitted,
/~"
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1a s.. Hobson
DoMIan, Cleary, Wood & Maser, P.C.
1100 New York Avenue N.W., Suite 750
Washington, DC'. 20005-3934 (202) 371-9500
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ATTACHMENT

NATIONAL 9-1-1 STATITS

9-1-1 ruNDING NATlOl'ALLY

111ere is no national fimding of 9-1-1, although l'everal states, including Minnesota, took
advantage of federal matching funds to help pay for implementation of the service, The
attached table shows whether legislation is in place in each state. whether it was mandated.
the type of funding used, and whether a telephone company is authorized to retain part of
fees collected to pay their cost of collection, Each state funds for 9-1-1 in their 0\\'11 unique
manner, but some similarities can be seen in figure 1,
Eight states (16<;'0 of the states) fimd 9-1':1 by paying for all or part of the service through a

8 State fee

28 Local

State plus local fee

2 No 9-1-1 law
1 Law, btlt no funding

} 4 State and local taxes

:1 Telephone company trade

Figure 1 Most states fimd 9-1-1 by allowing a locally collected telephone fee.

statewide 9-1-1 telephone surcharge, This ser\'es to spread the cost of 9-1-1 across the entire
state, making it affordable to even the smallest local unit of government. TIle stat~wide fees
also serve to fund state level activities to help counties implement 9-1-1 and administer tht:
program. The potential disadvantage to this method of funding 9-1-1 is that it may not
provide funding for local government costs, possibly inhibiting 9-1-1 improvements in rural
areas. 'Most other states fund 9-1-1 services from local telephone fees. Twenty-eight of the
50 states (56%) authorizd local units of government to assess a fee on each telephone
subscriber. This method of funding has advantages in large populated areas, where a locally
collected monthly fee may allow fimding of all direct costs, and, ollen, personnel, training,
and other expenses as well. In less populated areas of each state. however, monthly fees are
generally not sufficient to coyer even basic 9-1-1 costs, Six states (12~o) use a combination
of state and local fees, allowing local funding as well as money to fund a statewide program
and to help fund 9-1-1 for counties and cities which do not have a large enough population
to cover the cost of9-1-] by themselves, Four states (8°/0) fund 9-1-1 tlu'ough state or local



taxes, one state (2%) funds 9-1-1 through ldepbLJne company subsidization, and three ~taks

(6%) have no funding mechanism in place. \·finnesota and Mississippi recently changed th0ir
9·1-1 laws to specifically require cellular subscribers to pay 9-1-1 fees just like wire-line
telephone subscribers. This innovation may help fund the development of needed
improvements to cellular 9-1-1 systems.

NATIOl\"AL 9-1-1 CUVERt\GE

Figure 2 is a map which indicates the estimated p..~centage of population coverage in the
United States, and can be compared to an estimated national 9-1-1 coverage of 85~·~.

Generally speaking, those states which mandated 9-1-1 coverage and/or provided for
equitable funding of9-I-l implementation and improv~ents have achieved more coverage
than other states. Eleven states enjoy statewide 9-1-1 service.

Several states. including Califomia and Connecticut, have achieYed statewide enhanced ~-1-L
and telephone company and govemment officials in Califomia are working to redefine
enhanced 9-1-1 to include better geo-Iocation information (latitude, longitude. and elevation
in addition to street address). These developments, can be viewed as necessary steps to help
government deal with emerging tec.hnological changes and high customer cxpc::ctations placed
on 9-1-1 systems.

n~ 2 Eieven states have achieved statewide 9-1-1.



NATIONAL 9-1-1 FlJNDING AND CX)VERAGE October 6, 1995

cov- LEG- 9-1-1 TELCO
ER- ISLA- MAN- LOCAL STATE REIMBU-

STATE AGE TION DATE FUNDING FUNDING NOTES RSEMENT

ALABAMA 75% 9-1-1 5% 1%
ALASKA 85% ENHAN $.501 7') $150/1%
ARIZONA .998 9-1-1 1. 25%
.ARKANSAS 38% 9-1-1 5% 1%
CALIFORNIA 100% ENHAN 12/85 .69% OF INTRA-STATE
COLORADO 92% 9-1-1 2~ 2%
CONNECTICUT 100% ENHAN 12/89 GEN FUND & PRO RATA
DELAWARE 100% ENHAN 01/89 100% ENH
FLORIDA .981 9-1-1 $.50 1%
GEORGIA 80% 9-1-1 PRO RATA $ FOR ENH
HAWAII 100% 9-1-1 FEES
IDAHO 76% 9-1-1 $1.00 3/4%
ILLINOIS 96% 9-1-1 FEE 3%
INDIANA 91% lofETRO ENHAN 3% / 10~ >/< 35,000
IOt-lA 88% ENHAN $1 .. 00 E911 PLANNG 1%
KANSAS 75% 9-1-1 2% 2%
KENTUCKY 75% 9-1-1 FEE
LOUISIANA 85% 9-1-1 SIt 1%
MAINE 50% ENHAN 07/93 BONDING $3.5M START
MARYLAND 100% ENW-.N 07/95 $ SO $.10 1.5%
MASSACHUSETTS 39% ENHAN 411 $ S~"iAP

IUCHIGAN 88% 9-1-1 4% / 16% INSTL/RECUR YES
MINNESOTA 100% 9-1-1 12/86 S.10 $.14 +WIRELESS
MISSISSIPPI 77% 9-1-1 12/95 $1 TO $2 +WIRELESS 1%
MISSOURI 90% 9-1-1 $ 75 0:< UP TO 15% 2%
MONTANA 93% 9-1-1 $.25 > l%/COUNTY YES
NEBRASKA 70%
NEVADA 90% 1'fETP.O METRO PROP TAX
NEW HAKPSHlRE 100% ENF.AN $.39
NEW JERSEY 100% ENHAN 1/92 GEN FUND
NEtrJ MEXICO 98% ENHAN NTE $.25 $.25 +81'f REFUND $50/1%
NEtrl YORK 75% ENEAN NTE $.35 2%
NORTH CAROLINA 80% ENW-..N FEE
NORTH DAKOTA 74% 9-1-1 $1.00 5-CENT
OHIO 92% 9-1-1 PRO RATA STARTUP'" *TAX CREDIT
OKLAHOM..n. 70% 9-1-1 5%/3% YR 1/AFTER 3%
OREGON 100% ENHAN 01/91 5% >.06%/CNTY YES
PENNSYLVANIA 45% 9-1'-1 $1-1. 50
RHODE ISLAND 100% 9-1-1 $.47
SOUTH CAROLINA 78% 9-1-1 $. 75-1.~; VARIES 2%
SOUTH DAKOTA 75% 9-1-1 $.iS $.01 $.50 (EAS) 1%/$100
TENNESSEE 92% 9-1-1 NTE 5% 3%
TEXAS 99% ENH1>.N 9/95 $.50+ 029% LD REGIONAL + 2%
UTAH 100% 9-1-1 NTE $.:;0
VERMONT 48% STUDY FEASIBILITY
VIRGINIA 88% ENHAN FEE 3%
trVASHINGTON 97% ENHlI.N 12/98 $ .. 50 $.20 +1I'JIRELESS YES
L'J'EST VIRGINIA 15% ENHAN $1.50 CHARLESTON YES
WISCONSIN 85% 9-1-1 $.40 $.25 MILW
NYOMING 98% 9'·1-1 NTE $.'50 1~l;
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STATE

COUNTY/
CITY
USER
FEE

STATE
FUNDING
OR FBE

UPDATES? --- CONTACT JIM BEUTELSPACHER (612-296-7104)

TELCO
COLLECT

NOTES COSTS CITATION
STATE
CONTACT

octt._ ...: 6, 1995

NUMBER

GEN fU.ND
$ 25 -8M PE,F0ND $50/,:.1;

2%

YES
STA.'Q.:'UP* *TAX CPEDIT

YH l/AFTER 3%
5% >.06%/CN'T'Y YES
(:,1-1. :,0

NO $
VARIES :~ %

$.01 $.5C (EAS) 1%/S100
3~3

.029% LD REGIONAL+ 2%

1%
YES YES

CHARLl::STON YES
$ .25 MrLW

1%

GeORGE POHORILAK 20J ~65 3243
HOWAPD E \rr)(;f:[,[EN 3(l2-739-969-

JIM MARTIN 904-487-2000
SID FLyNT 404 656 2319

PAUL Pi..AIS'fED 2076::;4 ·-7062
f'Jl.RILYN FARNOOK 410-764 -4 CO CJ

GLE~~ ROACH 617-272-1911
KlJ.RILYN MOORE. 517- 334 -6380
JIM BEUTELSPACHER 612 -2 96 -7104

'iLd..i..

205-8]4-1~7"

602 - 542 -O~l1

4 G(i -1j·H -2C,S6

701-27.4-2127

512-327-1911

916-'657-9911

609-882-2000
SO~-827-4950

205-·438-7737

S03-378-2911

401-274-091:'.
803-734-3807

605-773-3231

608-267-9624

LEE HF:LHS

LYLE GAT,LAUHER

L".RRY Pe:TERSON

OLGA SOTO

BOB M:::LLEP
BOB GUN'£ER

MARY BOYD

['F'.AH SF.NITTE

JOHN ,J 81< EENl'-.N I I 2 J. 7 8 '2 1"

ReBER'r OENNING

DAVID YA~mF.LL

JEFFREY RICHTER

EIl.NEST RICCI
TED LIGHTLE

TOM KURTENBACH

DA,";"~F ~""T LLEF

:,2: 176-<36
63 -9[0 ()
A. E S 300-308
62A-l
57-40.6-0]
4931.40 .50 & .90, 5705.19, 5727.39
SEC 2811 TO 19 OF TITLE 63: CH 58 S 2801
0RS 401.,710 TO 40:', . 7~IC THRounH 1/1./2000
CH 38 S, 7001
X
y~

CHAPTER l4-45 1 Te, 34-45-14
7··86· 101, L:::'C'.lI.L 9 MEMBER BOA[{OS
771.001
69'-2-1
58.1-.38~3

HB 484, 4/24/81. E'.}!HAi'~CED, 1991
24-6-1 FEE CURREN"£LY $1.50 PER LINE
SS 146,70 (AFF BY 87 WISACT 27, 3.0/87:
16-9-101

11-98-1
199' SENATE RILL '17

S8 41-702
2.2 -10-301
53100
29-11-101 TO 103 AND PUC RULES
PUBLIC ACT NUMBER 84-416
7401 A
365.171 SS 13 & 14_ SB-l% EXTF;NDED LAW
46-5-120 132
321-221
31-·1801 - 4B11
CHAPTEP 154 31 1",,, 4?
36--8-16
SEC 4"778 1 ,C;F( h'-{ti;j £.. e'G

12-::13('1 -1 --,j·,4
KRS 65. '75 'J ,) ;' b 6
F.S. 3J.0:C: 9106 HB78 c 9'9 / 88
CH 352 2921 tSTUDY ~ 1-1
;;PT 41 SEX' 20',E-l 204H '7

61l IIB'-18F, 159 N19-191., 166, 114J~ ~ 15E
PUBLIC ".'2T n, 3/1I'i/86 THEur.1ARcr; '98
MS 403.1 THRJ 403.13
B-5-301 '['HROUGi.i 19-='-.117
190.3CO-190,320 (lY90;
1\l-,j-10~-MCA

CH ],4 ..1A. ~h~, 1~,:~ S98t)f"" 1'7'7 {)5?

p

1, ::,%

! ~
~ I.

1%

3/4%
"3%

2%

J%

Us
2%
YES

1%
SJ50/l%

':'E3

>!<; 3S; OJ
E 91 1 PLM\i,,,,

S FC'R ENH

.69% OF INTRA--STA1'E

BOt-JDl!\iG S' jM STAF'l'
S. 1 ,)

rlll $ St'l'AP
:LNS'IT., / RECTJR

$.14 RECURR:NJ $
It\iCL MOPH"E
UP TO 15%

S . 25 > 1% /COtrN'I'Y

FEES

1. 25%

GEN FUND & PRO RAT~

100% ENH

4!l<, 16%

PR()P TAX

$.15-1.5
$.75
NTE ::'%
$.50+
NTE $.50
FEE
$.50
$1. 50
$, .40
NTE $.50

:;; '::'0

~ 1 'l'0 $2
$.75 OR

~.. J"L~.,....l.. ",·v

NTE S~2';,

NTE $,3':
FEE;
$.50
PRO DATA
5%/3%

29:
FEE
5%

$1. 00
FEE
3% / 10~

5%
$.50/.75

2%

$.50
PRO RATA

5%

ALARWJ\
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICm
DELAWARE
FL.GRIml
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIAN/I
TOWlI.
KA~::-::AC

KENTUC'KY
LOUISIANA
HAEJE
M.1l,.RYLAND
~,SSl\CtF}SEI'TS

HICHIGA~J

MINNESOTA
MISSISSli:JPI
I-1ISS')URI
MO~TTll,.NA

~J!Wll,.DA,

NE\>J JERSEY
NEW MEXle­
NE\>J YOR"
};ORTH I.-:AROL. INA
NURTH D2IKCfl'.l\

OHIO
OKLAHOr.'..A
OREGON
PENNS YLVJl.N IA
RHODE ISLAND
SOtJl'H CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENHESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WY01HNG
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 2nd day of August, 1996 a copy of the

foregoing FURTHER COMMENTS OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY

NUMBER ASSOCIATION was served via regular first class mail upon all

members of the Federal-State Joint Board and upon the following recipients:

Richard A. Muscat
Assistant Attorney General
Public Agency Representation Section
P.O. Box 12548, Capitol Station
Austin, TX 78711-2548

Carolyn Purcell
Executive Director
Department of Information Resources
P.O. Box 13564
Austin, TX 78711-3564

Gail L. Polivy, Esq.
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

B.B. Knowles, Director
Utilities Division
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street- S.\V
Atlanta. GA 30334-570 I

Stephanie Hait


